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Abstract 
This paper compares the voting behavior of women and men in presidential elections 
since 1980 to test competing explanations for the gender gap. We show that, consistent 
with prior research on individual elections, women placed more emphasis on the national 
economy than men, and men placed more emphasis on pocketbook voting than women. 
We add evidence showing that women have consistently more negative assessments of the 
economy than do men, suggesting that a part of what has been considered a Republican­
Democratic gender gap is really an anti-incumbent bias on the part of women. Our 
multivariate analysis demonstrates that neither the differences between men and women's 
preferences nor emphasis on any single issue explains the significant gender gap in vote 
choice; but that a combination of respondent views on the economy, social programs, 
military action, abortion, and ideology can consistently explain at least three-fourths of 
the gender gap in the 1984, 1988, and 1992 elections. We also clarify the interpretation 
of partisan identification in explaining the gender gap. 
*An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 1996 Midwest Political Science Association
Meeting; Chicago, Illinois, April. 1996. Comments are welcome. The authors can be reached at: 
Department of Political Science, University of California, Riverside, CA 92521, Division of Humanities 
and Social Sciences, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125 and Department of Political 
Science, University of California, Riverside, CA 92521, respectively. The authors can be reached more 
quickly at: cchaney@wizard.ucr.edu; rma@crunch.caltech.edu; nagler@wizard.ucr.edu. Nagler thanks 
the NSF for grant SBR-9413939. 
1 Introduction 
In 1992 the Democratic presidential candidate received a greater share of the votes of 
women than of men. This continued a phenomenon seen in all presidential elections since 
1980, in which women have consistently voted at a higher rate for Democratic presidential 
candidates than men. There have been many efforts by political analysts to understand 
what causes the gender gap in presidential voting date back to the presidential election 
of 1980. Initial speculation that the gender gaps of 1980 and 1984 were simply a personal 
reaction of women against Ronald Reagan were dispelled in 1988 when the gender gap 
was as much as 20 points in polls during the summer of 1988 - and when George Bush 
still. suffered a gap of 13 points on election day despite a pointedly aggressive bid for 
women's votes (Mueller 1991). 
In August 1996 public opinion polls documented one of the largest gender gaps in 
presidential preference since the term was first coined in the early 1980s. One poll showed 
that women preferred Clinton to Dole by 26 points while men preferred Clinton to Dole by 
only 7 points. This represents a gender gap of 19 points. Explanations for this gap rang_e 
from Dole's problems with the Christian Coalition over abortion, to women's preference 
for Hillary Clinton over Elizabeth Dole. In this paper we offer a coherent explanation of 
why one group of voters would have significantly different electoral preferences over the 
span of five consecutive presidential elections. 
Earliest analyses of the gender gap suggested that the reason that women preferred 
Carter to Reagan was the result of Reagan's hawkish foreign policy views (Frankovic 
1982). Frankovic's analysis showed that women were deeply concerned that Reagan 
would embroil the country in armed conflict. By controlling for these concerns, Frankovic 
asserted, the gender gap in 1980 disappeared. Subsequent studies of male and female 
policy references with regard to issues of the use of military force have shown that women 
are significantly more likely than men to have an aversion to the use of force (Smith 1984, 
Shapiro and Mahajan 1986, Wilcox et al., 1993), although the impact that this policy 
preference has on actual vote choice has not been explored. 
Other political analysts and media commentators were quick to argue that the gen­
der gap was the result of Reagan and the Republican Party's repudiation of the Equal 
Rights Amendment, which was translated into a feminist backlash against the Republi­
cans (Clymer 1980). Several studies asserted that women's growing political awareness 
and feminist consciousness could account for their preference for the Democratic presi­
dential candidates (Abzug 1984, Smeal 1984). Conover's analysis of data from the 1985 
National Election Pilot Study suggested that self-identified feminists accounted for a 
large part of the gender gap (Conover 1988). However, other analysts firmly rejected the 
conclusion that it was women's distinctive feminist concerns which explained the gender 
gap (Klein 1984, Mansbridge 1985, Cook and Wilcox 1991). 
Another vein of research has looked at the socioeconomic status of women for clues 
in the search for a coherent account of the gender gap and their preference for Demo­
cratic candidates (Erie and Rein 1988, Piven 1985). These studies suggest that women's 
dependence on the welfare state has led them to resist conservative Republican attempts 
to dismantle or diminish government agencies and programs which tend to employ and 
provide benefits to women.1 
A related area of inquiry involves examining the differential economic outlook of men 
and women to determine if that has an impact on vote choice. Research on vote choice 
(Fiorina 1981; Kiewiet 1983; Markus 1988; Rosenstone 1983; Tufte 1978) has consistently 
demonstrated that economic perceptions among the electorate play an important role in 
presidential electfons. Research on gender differences in the electorate has suggested 
that men and women may not only have different perceptions regarding the health of the 
economy (May and Stephenson 1994), but that they may also weight their concerns about 
the economy in different ways (Welch and Hibbing, 1992). Women voters tend to base 
their vote decision more on their perceptions of the state of the national economy while 
men are more likely to vote on the basis of their perceptions regarding their personal 
financial situation (Miller 1988, Welch and Hibbing 1992). Women are also more likely 
to view the economy more pessimistically than men (May and Stephenson 1994). These 
distinctive perspectives may provide some leverage in understanding how economic issues 
affect vote choice for men and women differently. 
Finally, several studies have suggested that the only gender gap of interest is the gen­
der gap in partisan identification, and that when we control for the partisan identification 
of men and women, there is no significant gender gap in electoral choice (Kenski 1988, 
Cook and Wilcox 1995, Wirls 1985). An analysis of party preferences shows that start­
ing in 1968 women were more likely to identify as Democrats than Republicans (Kenski 
1988). Wirls examined CBS News/New York Times survey data from the 1982 and 1984 
elections and contended that the gender gap was caused by the relatively slower rates 
of defection from the Democratic Party by women relative to men in the 1980s. This 
explanation of the gender gap suggested that it was not the change in political behavior 
of women that accounted for the gender gap, but the greater change in the political 
behavior of male voters. In a recent analysis of the gender gap in the 1992 election, 
utilizing data from the Voter Research and Survey exit polls, Cook and Wilcox suggest 
that gender differences in policy positions help explain the gender gap in partisanship 
(rather than vote choice). They contend that, "The partisan differences between men and 
women are sufficient to explain entirely the gender gap in vote choice between Clinton 
and Bush: there is no gender gap in vote for the two major candidates after controls for 
party identification" (Cook and Wilcox 1995, p.211). 
2 Explaining the Gender Gap 
Unfortunately there are a number of questions which remain unanswered despite the 
important work which has been conducted in earlier studies. First, most of the previous 
work on the gender gap has examined only individual presidential races. Thus the insights 
gained from the past literature on the gender gap in presidential politics is subject to 
the criticism that it may not generalize to other elections. Here we focus on the four 
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presidential elections which have occurred since the gender gap was first observed in 
presidential elections (1980, 1984, 1988 and 1992); our objective is to determine if the 
gender gap is being driven by factors unique to each election or by similar factors across 
this twelve-year span of presidential politics. 
Second, some studies insinuate that the key to explaining the gender gap is partisan­
ship. We contend that partisanship is certainly a factor in explaining the gender gap, 
but that issues such as perceptions regarding the economy, feminist issues such as abor­
tion, social compassion issues such as government provision of jobs and funding of child 
care programs, and issues related to the use of military force, will provide the keys to 
understanding the gender gap, above and beyond the resulting and obvious differences 
between men and women in terms of partisan identification. 
Finally, most of these previous studies focus solely on 'single-issue' explanations for 
the gender gap. The gender gap in presidential elections cannot be explained simply as 
the result of a single factor; we show that men and· women differ in their preferences 
across a whole range of important political issues. It is these broad differences in issue 
preferences between men and women, and the different emphases men and women place 
on these issues, which when taken together, explain most of the gender gap in presidential 
elections. 
We start with the first possible explanation for the gender gap - whether men and 
women have systematically distinct political attitudes. We begin by presenting descrip­
tive statistics regarding gender differences in issue positions for men and women for 
1980, 1984, 1988, and 1992. We find that women have distinct - but not necessarily 
substantially different - preferences than men on many issues. An important finding we 
demonstrate is that women consistently have a more pessimistic view of the economy 
than do men. Then, we turn to the second possible explanation for the gender gap 
- whether these attitudes are politicized differently for men and women. To examine 
this explanation we estimate a multivariate model to determine how men and women 
translate their preferences into voting behavior. U.sing these vote choice models, we find 
that women do not politicize most issues very differently than men. However, economic 
perceptions provide an important exception. Consistent with Welch and Hibbing (1992), 
women vote based on their view of the national economy (sociotropically); whereas men 
vote based on their view of their personal finances (pocketbook voting). Combining these 
two findings - - of the nature of women's opinions and how they translate those opinions 
into voting behavior - - we conclude that women have a larger anti-incumbency bias 
relative to men when economic performance is pool. 
Finally, through simulation we are able to estimate the combined impact of different 
opinions and different politicizations of those opinions; we are able then to determine 
how much of the gender gap can be accounted for by each of the different explanations. 
Consistent with previous research, we find some support for each explanation of the 
gender gap, which leads us to argue that the causes of the gender gap in presidential 
politics cannot be reduced to a single explanation. We are able to demonstrate that each 
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explanation cannot in and of itself account for the magnitude of the gender gap. While 
none of the sets of factors individually can account for the gender gap, we determine that 
collectively they account for about three-fourths of it in 1992, and virtually all of it in 
1984, and 1988. Note the magnitude of these findings: using a properly specificed model 
we are able to explain all of the gender gap in 1984 and 1988. 
3 Gender and Differences in Political Attitudes 
Before 1980, there was little systematic gender-based difference in presidential election 
voting. But in the 1980 election, men preferred Reagan to Carter by 55.5% to 36.2%, 
while women preferred Reagan to Carter by 51.6% to 40.0%, according to National 
Election Studies data. 2 Thoughout this paper we will consistently refer to the gender gap 
as the difference between the gap between men and women for the Republican candidate, 
and the gap between men and women for the Democratic candidate. Hence, in 1980, the 
gender gap, according to the NES data, was 7.7%.3 While the size of the gender gap 
has varied subsequent to the 1980 election (there was a gender gap of 15.2% in 1984, 
a 13.0% gap in 1988, and an 11.7% gap in 1992), women have consistently voted for 
Democratic presidential candidates in greater numbers than have men. It is this problem 
- explaining the persistence of the gender gap - to which we turn. In this section, we 
begin with the first explanation by looking for gender-based differences in the multitude 
of political attitudes thought to influence vote choice. 
First, to explore the potential for gender differences in economic evaluations and 
voting we begin by using two variables designed to measure an individual's economic 
perceptions: respondents were asked to assess whether the national economy is better, 
worse, or the same as in the past year; and respondents were asked if their personal 
economic situation has gotten better, worse, or stayed the same in the past year. Previous 
research leads us to expect that women will base their vote choice on their perceptions of 
the national economic situation, while men will base their vote choice on their perceptions 
of their personal financial situation (Welch and Hibbing 1992). We examine how these 
economic perceptions shaped the gender gap in presidential elections. 
Second, both public opinion polls and academic survey research data have shown 
consistent differences between men and women with regards to issues such as government 
spending for AIDS, child care, the elderly and for other social programs (Center for the 
American Woman 1992). These findings have led some researchers to conclude that 
women's propensity to support government spending on social programs reflects their 
tendency to take a more compassionate stance on these issues than men (Piven 1985; 
Shapiro and Mahajan 1986). To explore the impact of these "compassion issues" on the 
gender gap in vote choice, we have included in our analyses measures of respondents' 
views on government spending on food, child care, and government responsibility for 
providing people with a job and a good standard of living.4 
Third, ever since the Republican Party repudiated its pro-choice stance in their plat-
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form of 1980, the abortion .rights issue has been a potent force in presidential elections. 
The 1992 election was no exception, with the incumbent George Bush reiterating his 
pro-life stance, and with both Bill Clinton and Ross Perot embracing pro-choice posi­
tions. If feminist issues can help explain the gender gap we would expect that women 
would tend to be more pro-choice than men and that they would tend to weight this issue 
more heavily in their vote decision than men. We include a measure of how supportive 
respondents are of a women's right to an abortion. 
Fourth, the perceived threat of military conflict obviously was not constant over the 
period of our analysis. In 1980 Ronald Reagan heated up the cold war, which almost 
disappeared as an issue by the late 1980's with the disintegration of the Soviet Union. 
The cold war and the Soviet issue are measured in 1980, 1984, and 1988 by questions 
on the level of defense spending and whether we should cooperate with the USSR. By 
1992, these questions were not nearly as relevant. If women are more likely than men to 
have an aversion to the use of military force, George Bush was potentially at risk with 
female voters due to his prominent role in the execution of the Persian Gulf War. To 
determine if an aversion to the use of force was more prevalent among women than men 
and further to determine if it cost Bush support by women voters we utilized respondents' 
views regarding the acceptability of using military force to solve international problems 
for 1992. 
Finally, partisan identification of individuals acts as an important variable of interest 
and an important control variable in our model. It is widely known that women are 
more likely to identify themselves as Democrats and men are more likely to identify 
themselves as Republicans (Wirls 1988; Cook and Wilcox 1995). If women tend to prefer 
the Democratic presidential candidate simply on the basis of partisan identification, then 
we would expect to see a large and significant coefficient for partisan identification and, 
when controlling for that partisan identification, no significant relationship between the 
issue variables of interest (i.e., economic, compassion, feminist, and force) and vote choice. 
On· the other hand, if women's preferences for Clinton were a function of both partisan 
identification and distinctive issue positions, then we can gain a richer understanding of 
the gender gap by examining both partisan identification and issue preferences. 
Can we trace the gender gap to strong and lasting differences in political attitudes 
between men and women? As we stated earlier, the gender gap could be caused by a 
different distribution of preferences between women and men, as well as different impacts 
those preferences have on vote choices. In Table 1 ( "Descriptive Statistics by Gender" ) 
we examine the distribution of preferences among men and women on some of the key 
variables determining vote choice for the period 1980 to 1992. Table 1 presents the aggre­
gate distribution of political attitudes, broken down by gender and election year. We also 
present x2 statistics, which provide a convenient way to discern whether the differences 
we observe in the political attitudes of men and women are statistically significant. 
[Table 1 Here] 
Table 1 shows that in each year women were more pessimistic than men about both 
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the national economy and their personal finances. Women were more likely than men to 
think the national economy had gotten worse in the preceding twelve months, and were 
barely half as likely as men to think it had gotten better in 1988 and 1992. They were 
also less likely than men to think their personal financial condition had gotten better in 
the previous twelve months, and more likely than men to think their personal finances 
had gotten worse. These differences are statistically significant in seven of eight cases, 
with the one exception being the national economy in 1980. 
Table 1 also shows that in general, women are more liberal than men on government 
provision of jobs, and the liberal-conservative scale. These differences are statistically 
significant, with x2 statistics showing th.at the distribution of preferences of men and 
women are distinct. However, examining preferences on a foreign policy issue (coopera­
tion with the USSR) we see that only one of the three x2 statistics are significant. But 
in general, women have significantly more liberal beliefs about issues than do men. 
Additionally, we see that women during this period are more Democratic than are 
men. The differences are slight in 1980, and even are statistically insignificant in 1984. 
But they increase by 1988, and become even larger by the 1992 election. It is obvious 
from Table 1 that the partisan identification gender gap arises by more men professing 
to have Republican identification than women. 
Last, Table 1 does present one surprise. Men and women have roughly similar beliefs 
about abortion policy. In both 1980 and 1992 the distribution of belief about abortion for 
men and women is not statistically distinct. In 1984 and 1988 they are slightly distinct, 
with marginally more women moving to the pro-life end of the spectrum. But women 
and men report having almost identical distributions of preferences on this hot social 
issue. 
4. Gender and Differences in Voter Decision Making 
To examine whether it is these differences in the distribution of women's views or the 
differential impact of views on voting that explains the gender gap, we turn to a multi­
variate model that allows us to consider counter-factual distributions of preferences. Our 
multivariate vote choice model allows us to estimate the impact of each issue on voting 
for both men and women, thus determining concretely whether men and women translate 
their issue beliefs into political behavior in different ways. This model also gives us the 
ability to examine multiple influences on voting, while simultaneously controlling for the 
effects of other variables. 
The dependent variable is trichotomous in two of the elections we analyze (1980 and 
1992) and dichotomous in the other two elections (1984 and 1988). We use an estimation 
technique appropriate for each case. For the two elections with three candidates we 
specified a generalized extreme value (GEY) model. The GEY model is more appropriate 
for this situation than multinomial logit, or successive binary logits on candidate pairs. 
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We discuss the technical aspects of GEV in the appendix.5 For 1984 and 1988 we used 
simple binomial logit. 
As explanatory variables, we use the factors described in the previous section. For 
1980, 1984, and 1988 we include the respondents' self-reported position on the 7-point 
ideological scale. For 1992, we include a measure of the ideological distance between 
the respondent and the candidate. We also include a set of measures of specific issues, 
examining the respondent's views on whether the government should guarantee jobs to 
everyone; abortion, defense spending and cooperation with the USSR (1980, 1984, 1988), 
the use of military force to resolve international conflicts (1992) , government spending on 
food stamps (1984, 1988) and government spending on child-care (1992). To consider the 
effect of the economy we include the respondent's view of the national economy, as well 
as their views on their personal finances. We also include the respondent's partisanship, 
and to be sensitive to the turnout increase in 1992 and allow for possible differences 
between those voters who had not voted in the previous election, we included a dummy 
variable measuring whether the voter was a new or 'returning' voter (1992). Finally, we 
include several demographic measures of each respondent: region, education, and age. 
We estimate the model separately for women and men, because a primary focus of our 
inquiry is to see if women and men weight the various issues differently in considering 
their vote choice. This allows us to test our primary hypotheses: if women weight 
issues differently in their vote choices than do men, we expect to see that the estimated 
coefficients in our GEV and logit models for women are significantly different than those 
for men. On the other hand, if the driving forces behind the gender gap are the apparent 
differences in the distributions of preferences for the various issues we examine, we should 
find the estimated coefficients are similar for both men and women. 
The estimates for both men and women are reported in Table 2a for 1980 and 1984, 
and in Table 2b for 1988 and 1992. It is impossible to estimate identical models for all 
four elections. As noted previously, two of the elections had three candidates, and two 
of the elections had two candidates. While we attempted to use GEV for both three 
candidate elections, because of the small number of Anderson voters in 1980 it was not 
possible to get reliable estimates - thus we report multinomial logit estimates for 1980. 
These estimates are equivalent to pairs of binomial logit estimates - we have one set of 
coefficients for Carter relative to Reagan, and one set of coefficients for Carter relative 
to Anderson. The first set of coefficients is thus readily comparable to the 1984 and 1988 
estimates. Since we estimate the model separately for men and women, there are many 
coefficients in Table 2. We try to highlight the important results in our discussion; but we 
primarily treat these estimates as tools for computing the aggregate effects of differences 
in policy preferences and for noting the overall similarity of the weights women and men 
give to most issues. 
[Tables 2a and 2b Go Here] 
If men and women politicize these issues differently, we would expect to see variation 
in which issues are related to vote choice between men and women. Instead, with the 
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exception of the economic issues, we generally find a tremendous amount of similarity 
between men and women on what issues contributed to their vote decision between the 
Democratic and Republican candidates. 
First, notice that women and men seem to weight ideology similarly in choosing be­
tween candidates. In 1984 and 1988 the coefficients for respondents' ideology differed by 
less than 10% between men and women; in 1980 the difference was barely 33% (statis­
tically insignificant) ; and in 1992 the difference in the coefficients for ideology was less 
than 20% between men and women. For both groups ideology has a significant effect in 
each election, and has the expected sign. In 198'0, 1984, 1988, and 1992 the more liberal 
a respondent was, the more likely they were to vote for the Democratic candidate. 
Consistent with previous research (Welch and Hibbing 1992), we find that evaluations 
of personal finances did not matter for women in all of the four elections, but did matter 
for men in three of the four elections. In 1980 the coefficient on personal finances for 
men was negative and significant, and in 1984 and 1992 the coefficient was positive and 
significant - in all three cases indicating that men who felt their personal finances had 
gotten worse blamed the incumbent. Also consistent with previous research (Welch and 
Hibbing 1992), we find that opinions of the state of the national economy matter more 
for women than men. Women who felt the national economy was worse were less likely 
to vote for the incumbent in all four elections. Men who felt the national economy 
had gotten worse were only significantly likely to vote against the incumbent in two 
elections - 1980 and 1992 - and the estimated coefficient for men in 1992 was barely 
half the estimated coefficient for women. This difference in behavior relative to economic 
perceptions is thus remarkably stable over the time period. 
We find much less stable results for the compassion issues. We measured compassion 
with support for the government assuming responsibility for ensuring jobs for people in 
1980; and added support for food-stamps in 1984 and 1988. In 1992 we utilized a question 
on child-care. On the jobs question (our only truly consistent measure over time) we did 
not have consistent results: women appeared to weight this issue more heavily than men 
in 1980 and 1988; but in 1984 the estimated coefficient for men was almost twice as large 
as the coefficient for women; and in 1992 the coefficients were almost identical. The 
food-stamps coefficients were similar in size in both 1984 and 1988: women appeared to 
weight the issue more than men in 1984; but men appeared to weight the issue more than 
women in 1988. In neither year were the differences between the coefficients statistically 
significant. Finally, we estimated a larger coefficient for men than women on the issue of 
child-care in 1992 for support for Clinton relative to Bush: both men and women who 
wanted to increase spending on child-care ( ceteris paribus) were significantly more likely 
to vote for Clinton. However, whereas men who favored increased child-care spending 
did not distinguish between Bush and Perot, women who favored child-care spending 
were more favorable to Bush than Perot. This may give some insight into the problems 
that Perot had with women voters, in the sense that his primary campaign emphasis on 
deficit reduction threatened spending on social programs that women, in general, wished 
to see funded. 
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On the single feminist issue which we examined, abortion, we again got results that 
were inconsistent (and surprising) over time. We did not estimate a significant impact 
of abortion for either men or women in 1980; whereas in 1984 and 1988 we estimated a 
significant impact for abortion for men, but not for women. Finally, in 1992 we estimated 
a large and significant effect for both men and women in choosing between Clinton and 
Bush - with a larger effect for women. The estimated coefficients for abortion for both 
men and women suggest that the issue hurt Bush heavily among pro-choice voters. 
Defense spending had a larger estimated impact for women than men in 1980 and 
1984; but a larger estimated impact for men than women in 1988. Women were also 
more affected by their view of cooperation with the USSR than were men in 1980, but in 
1984 we estimated a larger effect for men and estimated insignificant effects for both in 
1988. With regards to the issue of use of force, we were surprised to find that, contrary 
to expectations, men were less likely to support Bush in 1992 than were women based 
on their opposition to the use of force. The coefficient for men is twice as large as the 
coefficient for women, and statistically significant. This variable had no statistically 
significant impact for women. It does not appear then that women punished Bush for 
his role in the Gulf War, a finding that contradicts Frankovic's suggestion that women's 
fear of war was responsible for their voting against the Republican candidate (Reagan) 
in the 1980s. 
Finally, the grouping of the choices is different for men than for women in 1992. 
For women, we find that the appropriate model has Bush and Perot grouped, since the 
estimated value of O' was .61 for women. The standard error of .19 suggests we can be 
95% sure that the true value of O' is within the unit interval, and hence that women 
viewed Clinton as distinct from Bush and Perot in some way beyond the independent 
variables included in the systemic part of the model. The most likely grouping for men 
is with Bush and Clinton grouped and Perot viewed as distinctive. But the estimate of 
O' is not significantly different from 0 at traditional levels. 6 
5 Political Attitudes, Decision Making and the Gen­
der Gap 
Tables 1 and 2 have demonstrated areas where men and women differ both in their views 
on the issues and in the impact of issues on their vote choice. From our multivariate 
analyses it appears that men and women do not systematically "politicize" their issue 
positions in a markedly different manner on issues other than the economy; thus we 
cannot account for the gender gap in vote choice as a function of differential weighting 
of issues. This approach does not answer the question of what accounts for the gender 
gap. So, as we stated earlier, the next step is to determine whether there would still 
be a significant gender gap if women had identical preferences to men on the issues. To 
answer this we need to generate meaningful predictions of how women would have voted 
if they had shared men's preferences. 
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To do this we compared the distribution of women's preferences to men's preferences 
on the economy, child care (1992), government provision of jobs, abortion, cooperation 
with the USSR (1980, 1984, 1988), use of force (1992), ideology, and party identification 
in each election. For each election we then altered the preferences of randomly selected 
women so that the distribution of preferences among our 'new' set of women matches 
the distribution of preferences among men. We then computed the probability of voting 
for each of the candidates for these hypothetical women. Results are reported for each 
election in Tables 3a thru 3d. We start with the reported vote of men in the NES 
sample. However, since we can only report estimated vote shares for the sample of 
women (and men) who respond to the questions used in our multivariate analyses, we 
included the second row as a reference: the predicted vote share based on the men used 
in our multivariate analyses. Thus we will compare women who respond to the set of 
questions asked in our analyses to men who responded to the questions asked in our 
analyses. 7 The next row of Table 3a gives the reported preferences for women based 
on the entire sample. Finally, the fourth row gives the predicted vote-shares for women 
based on the 'logit sample'. Each other row in the table is compared to this row (and to 
the estimated vote shares for the logit sample for men). The fourth row also gives the 
baseline gender gap: the difference between Reagan's lead over Carter among men and 
Reagan's lead over Carter among women. In 1980 we begin with a baseline gender gap of 
13.8% (the difference between the Reagan-Carter gap for women and the Reagan-Carter 
gap for men). 
[Tables 3a thru 3d Here) 
When we altered women's views on the economy (both personal finances and the 
national economy) to match men's more positive evaluations, we predicted vote shares 
for Reagan and Carter of 52.7% and 37.4%, respectively. Assuming men's more positive 
economic evaluations, women were more favorable towards the incumbent (Carter). Thus 
the Reagan-Carter gap (fourth column) is 15.3%, and the gender gap is increased to 
14.8%. This leads to the realization that much of the observed 1980s gender gap was 
really an anti-incumbent bias by women. Notice that in every year women had less 
favorable views of the national economy and their personal finances than did men. Since 
the less favorable a respondents' view of the economy, the less likely they are to vote for 
an incumbent, women are more likely than men to oppose the incumbent. Since in three 
of our elections the incumbent was a Republican, this is observationally equivalent to an 
anti-Republican bias. 
In the next several rows of Table 3a one can see that altering womens' views on 
any particular issue does not lead to a large change in the gender gap. For instance, if 
women assumed mens' more conservative views on whether the government should help 
guarantee jobs for everyone the gender gap would only shrink by 0.2% to 13.6%. 
When we alter women's preferences simultaneously on all of the issues outlined above 
(but not their party identification), and reestimate their predicted probability of voting 
for each of the three candidates, we predict that women will still prefer Reagan to Carter 
by 17.6% (a gender gap of 12.5%). When we alter respondents positions on all issues 
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including party identificatio·n, then the gender gap shrinks to 6. 7%. Thus if one were to 
only look at 1980, it would appear that party-identification, rather than issue positions, 
explains much of the gender-gap. However, although our model explains very little of 
the gender gap in 1980 without party-identification; we are able to explain much more 
of the gender gap in the other three 
elections we analyze utilizing only issue-positions and economic evaluations. 
In 1984 we begin with a 6.8% gender gap. After altering women's preferences and 
economic views on all but party identification to match men's preferences, we end with 
women 2% more likely than men to prefer Reagan. In 1988 the gap starts at 8.2%, and 
after again altering womens' preferences and economic views on all but party identifica­
tion, women are .6% more likely than men to prefer Bush. In 1992 the gap goes from 
11.3% to 3.0% after altering women's preferences and economic views to match men's 
preferences and economic views on all but party identification. Thus altering women's 
preferences on issues and their views on the economy, but not changing their party iden­
tification, accounts for 73% of the gap in 1992, and 100% of the gap in 1984 and 1988! 
6 Conclusion 
In this paper, we have presented data from presidential elections since 1980 which pro­
vide strong evidence that there is no simple explanation for the gender gap. Multiple 
differences in the political preferences of men and women are at the root of the gender 
gap. These differences include the relatively less secure economic position (or the per­
ception of economic insecurity) among women in American society, and their relatively 
stronger support for the role of government in providing a "safety net" . We conclude that 
the gender gap in vote choice since 1980 has been a function of distinctive male versus 
female issue preferences, and not differential "politicization" of these issues. With the 
exception of economic issues, which are politicized differently by men and women, both 
men and women were equally likely to vote for Democratic and Republican candidates on 
the basis of their positions on compassion issues, feminist issues, and use of force issues. 
The deciding factor in the gender gap is the different positions that men and women take 
on these issues. Additionally, it appears that the causes of the gender gap are relatively 
constant from one election to the next, supporting the conclusion of various scholars that 
women, as a group, are a distinctive voting bloc with regard to these issues (Klein 1984, 
Abzug 1984, Smeal 1984). Naturally, the converse is true as well - men, as a group, 
constitute a distinctive voting bloc. 
We also conclude that merely explaining the gender gap as a function of differential 
partisan identification is an under-specification of a correct model of vote choice. When 
we control for partisan identification the foregoing issues are all still significantly pre­
dictive of vote choice for both men and women. The counter-factual scenarios that we 
simulate, where women have identical preferences to men on compassion issues, feminist 
issues, and use of force issues, explain almost 75% of the gender gap in each election 
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since 1980, without altering the true distribution of partisan identification of women. 
The different issue positions and economic concerns of men and women suggest that the 
shift of men from the Democratic Party to the Republican Party in the past 16 years is 
a symptom rather than a cause of the gender gap. 
The evidence on economic voting provides a resounding confirmation of previous 
research which has suggested that men are more likely to "vote their pocketbooks" while 
women are more likely to base their vote choice on how they perceive the economy in 
general to be performing. This suggests to us that economic perceptions, among women, 
are yet another example of a compassion issue. Women vote based on how they see the 
economy affecting others and punish incumbents on this basis rather than on the basis 
of how their personal financial situation has been affected. 
Finally, by examining the distribution of economic views as well as the impact of eco­
nomic views over several elections, we have shown that a part of the observed Democratic­
Republican gender gap is really an incumbent-challenger gender gap. Women are more 
pessimistic about the state of the national economy than men, and women are more likely 
than men to vote against the incumbent on the basis of their beliefs about the state of the 
national economy. Hence it is likely that a Democratic president facing re-election when 
the national economy is perceived to be performing poorly will find that the support of 
a core Democratic constituency - - women - - fades fastest of all. 
Interestingly, on the politically volatile issue of abortion, commonly mentioned in 
the media as a prime suspect driving the gender gap, we find no significant differences 
between the preferences of men and women, nor do we find significant differences between 
men and women as to how one's abortion position relates to vote choice. Both men and 
women who are pro-choice vote Democratic, and men and women who are pro-life vote 
Republican. Thus while women are more motivated to participate in political activity 
than ·men are by the abortion issue (Schlozman, et al. 1995), their vote choice does not 
seem to be affected differently. 
As long as men and women differ in their beliefs on issues, it is likely that the gender 
gap will continue as an important component of presidential election politics. However, 
it is a component that may be amenable to attempts by any candidate to ameliorate by 
careful attention to the preference distribution in the electorate. Alternatively, the gender 
gap may become larger as the two parties explicitly choose policy positions to appeal to 
the different groups of voters: thus magnifying the difference in political behavior between 
men and women. 
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7 Appendix: The GEV Model 
Since the dependent variable is trichotomous, we use an estimation technique appropri­
ate for such a case: the generalized extreme value (GEV) model. The GEV model is 
a full-information maximum likelihood estimator which is similar to nested logit. The 
advantage of GEV over nested logit is that it does not impose the independence of irrel­
evant alternatives (IIA) property on the decision maker, since it allows for correlations 
among disturbances of two of the choices. The IIA property holds when the relative 
probabilities of a voter choosing between two candidates is unchanged by the availability 
of other candidates. In other words, IIA states that the relative probabilities of a voter 
choosl.ng Bush and Clinton would be unaffected by the entrance of Ross Perot into the 
race. This is a strong assumption. If a voter were to decide based on retrospective con­
siderations, and vote for or against the incumbent based on economic performance, then 
IIA would likely not hold as Perot would hurt the challenger more than the incumbent. 
If a voter were to decide based on a candidate's support for non-traditional roles for 
women, and we did not have a measure of the candidate's support for this, then Perot 
would probably take votes from Bush as Perot and Bush were similar on this issue and 
Clinton was different. 
The generalized extreme value model depends upon specifying a utility function for 
each individual where the utility of each alternative consists of a systemic and a stochastic 
component. It is the stochastic component that differs across the two models. Here we 
assume that the utility of the ith individual for the lh choice is given as follows: 
(1) 
where ai is a vector of characteristics unique to the individual i, Xij is a vector of 
characteristics unique to alternative j relative to individual i (j = 1,2,3), 'lj;j and (3 are 
vectors of parameters to be estimated, and E is a disturbance term. The generalized 
extreme value model is derived by assuming that the disturbances have an extreme value 
distribution, which is given by: 
(2) 
where G is a nonnegative function with the constraints that it be homogeneous of degree 
1 and always greater than or equal to 0. 
Following Maddala (1983) we simplify the notation by letting Yij = eVii, where Vij 
denotes the systemic component of utility (i.e., 11ij = ai'l/Jj + Xijf3). For cases with three 
alternatives where the operative hypothesis is that alternatives 2 and 3 are grouped, G 
can be defined as follows: 
G(Yj_, }2, 1'3) = Yi + (1";1/(1-u) + 131/(l-u))<l-u) (3) 
u is a parameter to be estimated, and is commonly interpreted as a measure of the 
correlation between the stochastic elements of alternatives 2 and 3. Furthermore, u is 
bounded such that 0 < u < 1. Thus an estimated value of 0- outside these bounds 
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suggests that the model is misspecified: either the systemic component or the grouping 
could be misspecified, or both. This leads to the hope that an estimated (j within the 
range (0, 1) suggests a correct model specification. 
Probabilities for the generalized extreme value model are given by: 
�3 = 
1i1 
Yi�/(l-u) (}i�/(1-u) + Yi�/(l-u))-u 
G(1i1, 1i2, }i3) 
Yi�/(l-u) (}i�/(1-u) + }i�/(1-u) ) -CT 
G (Yii, 1i2, }i3) 
The log-likelihood function is: 
This is straightforward to evaluate with: 
ln(P1) Vi - ln(G) 
ln(P2) 
(l�(j)Vi 
ln(P3) (l�cr)V3 
1 
(jln( e v2r-:::u 
1 
(jln( e v2r-:::u 
1 
+ v; r-::<i e 2 ) 
1 
+ e V2 r-:::u ) 
ln(G) 
ln(G) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
(10) 
(11) 
(12) 
The methodology of the GEY model in this application is simple. We begin by 
assuming that one pair of the candidates in the 1992 election were seen as relatively 
similar (say Clinton and Perot as non-incumbents). We then estimate a GEY model with 
this structure for both men and women. If we obtain an estimate for (}in either model 
which is statistically within the unit interval, we then have reason to believe this is the 
appropriate model for the choice process. This means, however, that we estimate three 
GEV models for both men and women: we investigate three possible grouping structures 
for the candidates: (Bush, Clinton) versus (Perot); (Bush, Perot) versus (Clinton); and 
(Clinton, Perot) versus (Bush) . 
We must stress, though, that despite the computational complexities, the GEV model 
is more appropriate for this situation than multinomial logit, or successive binary logits 
on candidate pairs. Both these alternative models impose the IIA property on voters. 
In fact, the IIA property can be quite problematic in multi-candidate contests, leading 
to incorrect inferences about how individuals reach their decisions (Alvarez and Nagler 
1996a, 1996b) . 
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8 Endnotes 
1 This hypothesis may be particularly amenable to examination following the 1996 
elections; where the effects of the fervor with which the Republican-controlled House and 
Senate attempted to implement their Contract with America, which called for tax and 
spending cuts and reduced government services may be observed. 
2 Throughout this paper we use NES numbers for the gender gap. According to exit 
poll data (CBS/NY Times for 1980, 1984, and 1988; Voter Research Survey for 1992); 
there were gender gaps of 17%, 13%, 153, and 6% in the 1980 through 1992 elections, 
respectively. While the size of the gap varies by poll source; all polls reveal a significant 
gap for the post 1980 period. 
3 The calculation is: (Men's vote for Republican candidate - Men's vote for Demo­
cratic candidate) - (Women's vote for Republican candidate - Women's vote for Demo­
cratic candidate)= Gender Gap. In the 1980 election, this was (55.5 - 36.2) - (51.6 -
40.0)=7.7. This calculation of the gender gap allows us to take into account third party 
affects on the split in the vote, which is important to do in the 1980 and 1992 elections. 
4 Not all measures were available for all years of the analysis. For 1980 only gov­
ernment jobs was available. For 1984 and 1988 we only had food and government jobs. 
And for 1992 only child-care and government jobs were available. 
5 Unfortunately the small number of Anderson voters in the 1980 sample made it 
difficult to get reliable GEV estimates; thus we report MNL estimates for 1980. 
6 We estimated a's for the other two groupings of .52 (.38) and -1.6 (.90) (for Perot
and Clinton grouped, and for Bush and Perot grouped). We rejected the Perot and 
Clinton grouping since we obtained inefficient estimates from that model, despite the 
estimate of a which is in the unit interval. 
· 
7 In 1980 and 1988 both 'logit samples' for men and women had a pro-Republican 
bias; in 1984 only the women logit-sample had a pro-Republican bias. 
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Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics by Gender 
1980 1984 1988 1992 
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women 
National Econ om ya 
Better 4.4 3.2 51.3 35.9 25.9 13.4 6.1 3 .3 
Same 13.7 12.4 29.0 37.1 49.2 50.6 26.3 20.2 
Worse 81.9 84.4 19.7 27.0 24.9 36.0 67.6 76.5 
x2(2) 2.21 51 .76* 59.72* 26.72* 
Personal Financial Conditiona 
Better 36.6 29.2 45.9 41.3 47.5 38.7 33.9 27.1 
Same 23.8 26.6 30.1 27.4 30.6 34.4 34.5 35.4 
Worse 39.5 44.2 24.l 31.2 21.9 26.9 31.5 37.5 
x2(2) 9.92* 13.97* 16.23* 16.19* 
Govt Responsibility for Jobsb,c 4.45 4.24 4.31 3.98 4.59 4.27 4.53 4.10 
x2(6) 13.04* 25 .09* 17.05* 36.78* 
Abortion a 
Pro-Life 10.8 12.0 12.0 14.3 10.3 14.4 9.5 11 .7  
Only Rape 31.7 33.4 28.4 31.7 33.3 33.0 28.4 28.1 
When Necesary 21.5 17 .1 21.6 18.8 20.1 17.4 15.4 13.2 
Pro-Choice 36.0 37.4 38.0 35.2 36.3 35.1 46.9 47.0 
x2(3) 5 .00 7.27** 8.74* 5 .17 
Cooperate with USSRb,c 3.95 3.88 4.20 4.02 3.72 3.83 
x2(6) 8.06 11.50** 10.50 
Ideologyb,c 4.33 4.29 4.31 4.16 4.39 4.35 4.29 4.12 
x2(6) 14.98* 20.26* 13.  73* 15.13* 
Party Identificationa 
Democrat 49.8 56.1 46.2 50.7 43.2 51.1 45.1 54.8 
Independent 15.3 11.6 11.7 10.7 11 .2 10.4 12.5 11 . 1  
Republican 34.9 32.3 42.1 38.6 45 .6 38.5 42.4 34.1 
x2(2) 7.79* 4.34 12.53* 23.40* 
a Cell entries are percentages of respondents placing themselves in the indicated category. 
b Cell entries are mean responses on a 7-point scale. 
c Chi-Squared statistics are presented for comparison of frequencies (which are omitted since we 
report the means). 
Table 2a : 1980- 1984 
MNL Estimates For 1980 and 1984 
1980 1984 
Women Men Women Men Women Men 
Carter/ Carter/ Carter/ Carter/ Dukakis 
Independent Reagan Reagan Anderson Anderson 
Variables 
Constant 8.33* 1 .77 4.74 -3.68 3.00* 2 .55 
(2.34) . (1 .65) (3.04) (2.25) (1.49) (1 .94) 
Felt national economy was worse - .64* - . 14 -.34 - .50* .40* .45* 
( .27) ( .17) ( .36) ( .20) ( .13) ( .13) 
Felt personal finances were worse .10 . - .25* .. 12 - .03 - .11 .98* 
( . 13) ( .11) ( .16 ) ( . 14) ( .22) ( .29) 
Ideology - .43* - .27** - .33 - .65* - .34* -.37* 
(.21) ( .15) ( .27) ( .22) ( . 15) ( .17) 
Oppose government jobs -.28** - .18 - .18 - .13 - .15 - .31 * 
( . 15) ( . 12) ( .20) ( .18) ( .13) ( . 15) 
Oppose Food Stamps -.83* -.58** 
( .27) ( .30) 
Pro-Choice on Abortion .27 .03 .77* .73* .17 .40* 
( .24) ( . 18) (.34) ( .28) ( .18) ( .21) 
Oppose Cooperate with USSR -.20 - .07 - .08 .35* - .29* - .38* 
( .13) ( . 11) ( .17) ( .15) ( . 11) ( . 13) 
Increase Defense Spending - .33** - .16 - .63* - .07 - .25** - . 18  
( .17) ( .14) ( .21) ( .20) ( .14) ( .15) 
Democratic identifier 2.60* 2.85* 1 .34 1 .30 2.39* 1 .41 * 
( .84) (.74) ( .95) ( .94) ( .61) ( .57) 
Republican identifier - .84 - .54 - .90 .77 - .87 -2.50* 
(.91) ( .80) (1 .02) ( .86) ( .68) ( .71) 
East -67 - .17 - .66 .88 - .38 .62 
( .60) ( .64) ( .77) ( .61) ( .49) ( .61) 
South 1.03** - .24 -.87 -2.05* .17 - .35 
( .57) (.47) (.75) ( .78) (.44) ( .51) 
West -.95 .02 - .67 - .71 .48 .02 
( .68) ( .57) ( .82) ( .74) (.49) ( .54) 
Education -34* .03 - .48* .40 .03 - .32* 
(. 16) (. 14) ( .23) (.25) ( . 15) ( . 16) 
Age: 18-29 -1 .03 1.20* .56 1 .58** -.55 1 .86* 
( .68) ( .60) (1 .04) ( .94) ( .56) ( .73) 
Age: 30-44 -.33 .03 1 .24 .25 -.05 .96 
( .60) ( .54) ( .96 ) ( .94) ( .51) ( .60) 
Age: 45-59 - .58 .08 - .23 .85 -.57 .22 
( .62) ( .58) (1 .08 ) ( .95) ( .58) ( .61) 
Number of Observations Men = 275 Women = 252 449 446 
Log Likelihood Men = -153 .71 Women = -137.88 -132.05 -106.79 
Table 2b : 1988 and 1992 
Binary Logit Estimates for 1988; GEV Estimates for 1992 
1988 1992 
Women Men Women Men Women Men 
Carter/ Carter/ Perot/ Perot/ 
Independent Bush Bush Bush Bush 
Variables 
Constant 1.81 4.07* -2.89* -2 .00* -1 .37* -2.39* 
(1 .63) (1 .75) ( 1 . 10) ( .96 ) ( .87) (0.99) 
Felt national economy was worse .45* .07 .41 * .24* .14 .11 
( .14) ( .15) . ( . 14) ( .11)  ( .09) ( .10) 
Felt personal finances were worse .09 .09 - .06 .24* - .04 .19* 
( .24) ( .27) ( .08) ( .10) (05) ( .08) 
Ideologya - .42* - .38* - . 11*  - .09* - . 11*  -.09* 
( . 17) ( .18) ( .03) ( .04) (.03) ( .04) 
Oppose government jobs - .32* - .13 - .17* - . 18* - .06 - .06 
( .12) ( . 13) ( .08) ( .09) ( .06) ( .09) 
Oppose Food Stamps - .91 * -1 .02* 
( .29) ( .34) (
-
) (
-
) (
-
) (
-
) 
Pro-Choice on Abortion .17 .45* .41 * .29* .23** .33 
( . 18) (.23) ( . 13) ( .13) ( .13) ( .35) 
Oppose Cooperate with USSR .08 - .07 
( .12) ( .13) (
-
) (
-
) (
-
) (
-
) 
Increase Defense Spending - .11 - .33* 
-
( . 12) ( .16) (
-
) (
-
) (
-
) (
-
) 
Democratic identifier 2 .35* 3.48* 1 .92* 1 .74* - . 11  .64 
(.61 ) ( .75) ( .39) ( .54) ( .24) ( .53) 
Republican identifier - . 130 -1 .18** -1 .45* -1 .68* - .58** -1 .32* 
(.61) (.71) ( .42) ( .74) ( .35) ( .48) 
East -1.49* -.32 .65* .46 - .16 .47** 
( .57) ( .59) ( .22) ( .35) ( . 18) ( .29) 
South .04 - .98** .55* - .02 - .22 - .14 
( .50) ( .60) ( . 19) ( .25) ( . 19) ( .24) 
West - .37 - .90 .29 .40 - .02 .52** 
( .49) ( .65) ( .20) ( .30) ( .15) ( .31) 
Education .21 - .05 - .14 .03 .06 - .18* 
( . 14) ( .14) ( .09) ( .08) ( .06) ( .08) 
Age: 18-29 - .13 - .00 - . 14 .20 .25 1 .58* 
( .62) (.71) ( .22) ( .37) ( .26) ( .35) 
Age: 30-44 - .15 - .35 .01 - .29 .29 .87* 
( .50) ( .61) ( .26) ( .31) ( .23) ( .30) 
Age: 45-59 .56 - .66 .39 .05 .02 .92* 
( .51) ( .63) ( .32) ( .30) (21) (.32) 
Did Not Vote-1988 - .62* - .04 - . 11  - .44 
(
-
) (-) ( .31) ( .27) ( .19) ( .23) 
Oppose use of force .28 .49* .14 .35* 
(
-
) (
-
) ( . 18) ( . 19) ( .10) ( . 16) 
Oppose Govt Child-Care 
-
- .11 - .36** .20 - .01 
(
-
) (
-
) ( .21) ( .20) ( . 14) ( . 19) 
Number of Observations 363 380 Men = 545 Women = 539 
Log Likelihood -110.03 88.73 Men = -350.04 Women = -323.77 
a Ideology represents respondents' position on the liberal-conservative dimension in 1980, 1984, and 
1988; and the distance from the respondent to the candidate in 1992. 
Table 3a - 1980 
Simulation: Women with Men's Preferences 
(Reagan Gender 
Variable Reagan Carter Anderson - Carter) Gap 
Men - Predicted (NES sample) 55.5 36.2 8.4 
Men - Predicted (logit sample) 59.6 49.5 10.9 30.1 
Predicted - Real Prefs (NES sample) 51 .6 40.0 8.5 
Predicted - Real Prefs (logit sample) 53.2 36.9 9.9 16.5 13.8 
Economya 52.7 37.4 9.9 15.3 14.8 
Govt.Jobsb 53.8 36.3 9.9 17.5 13.6 
Abortion 53.2 37.0 9.9 16.2 13.9 
Coop with USSR 53.2 36.9 9.9 16.3 13.8 
Party ID 55.6 34.4 10.0 21.2 8.9 
Ideologyd 53.6 36.6 9.8 17.0 13.1 
All of Abovee 56.8 33.4 9.8 23.4 6.7 
All of Above! 53.9 36.3 9.8 17.6 12.5 
(except Party-ID) 
Values are predicted vote-shares of women for each candidate. 
a Women respondents' views of personal finances and national economy adjusted to match men 
respondents' views. 
b Women respondents' views of government responsibility for jobs adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
c Women respondents' views of government spending on child-care adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
d Women respondents' ideological positions adjusted to match men respondents' views. 
e Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, party-id, and ideological positions 
adjusted to match men respondents' views. 
f Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, and ideological positions adjusted 
to match men respondents'  views. 
Table 3b - 1984 
Simulation: Women with Men's Preferences 
(Reagan Gender 
Variable Reagan Mondale - Mondale) Gap 
Men - Predicted (NES sample) 62.5 37.5 
Men - Predicted (logit sample) 62.4 37.8 24.6 
Predicted - Real Prefs (NES sample) 54.9 45.1 
Predicted - Real Prefs (logit sample) 58.9 41 .1  17.8 6.8 
Economya 60.8 . 39;2 21 .6  3 .0  
Govt.Jobsb 59.4 40:6 18 .8 5 .8 
Foo de 59.9 40. 1  19.8 4.8 
Abortion 58.8 41 .2  17.6 7.0 
Coop with USSR 59.5 40.5 19.0 5 .6 
Party ID 61 .0 39.0 22.0 2 .6 
Ideologyd 59.4 40.6 18.8 5.8 
All of Abovee 64.8 35.2 29.6 -5.0 
All of Above! 63.3 36.7 26.6 -2.0 
(except Party-ID) 
Values are predicted vote-shares of women for each candidate. 
a Women respondents' views of personal finances and national economy adjusted to match men 
respondents' views. 
b Women respondents' views of government responsibility for jobs adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
c Women respondents' views of government spending on child-care adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
d Women respondents' ideological positions adjusted to match men respondents' views. 
e Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, party-id, and ideological positions 
adjusted to match men respondents' views. 
f Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, and ideological positions adjusted 
to match men respondents' views. 
Table 3c - 1988 
Simulation: Women with Men's Preferences 
(Bush Gender 
Variable Bush Dukakis - Dukakis) Gap 
Men - Predicted (NES sample) 56.5 43.5 
Men - Predicted (logit sample) 59. 2 40.8 18.4 
Predicted - Real Prefs (NES sample) 50.0 50.0 
Predicted - Real Prefs (logit sample) 55.1 44.9 10.2 8.2 
Economya 57.1 42.9 14.2 4.2 
Govt.Jobsb 56.1 43.9 12.2 6.2 
Foodc 56.1 43.9 12.2 6.2 
Abortion 55.0 45.0 10.0 8.4 
Coop with USSR 55.2 44.8 10.4 8.0 
Party ID 58.5 41.5 17.0 1.4 
Ideologyd 55.1 44.9 10.2 8.2 
All of Abovee 62.1 37.9 24.2 -5.8 
All of Above! 59.5 40 .5 19.0 -0.6 
(except Party-ID) 
Values are predicted vote-shares of women for each candidate. 
a Women respondents' views of personal finances and national economy adjusted to match men 
respondents' views. 
b Women respondents'  views of government responsibility for jobs adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
c Women respondents' views of government spending on child-care adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
d Women respondents' ideological positions adjusted to match men respondents' views. 
e Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, party-id, and ideological positions 
adjusted to match men respondents'  views. 
f Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, and ideological positions adjusted 
to match men respondents' views. 
Table 3d - 1992 
Simulation: Women with Men's Preferences 
(Bush Gender 
Variable Bush Clinton Perot - Clinton) Gap 
Men - NES Sample 34.8 42.5 22.6 
Men - Predicted (GEV sample) 35.9 40.6 23.5 -4.7 
Women - NES Sample 33'.3 52.7 23.5 
Women - Predicted - (logit sample) 34.7 50.7 14.6 -16.0 11.3 
Economya 35.6 49.8 14.6 -13.2 8.5 
Govt .Jobsb 35.3 50.1 14.6 -14.8 10.1 
Child-Carec 34.1 50.0 16.0 -15.9 12.2 
Al;:>ortion 35.9 49.9 14.2 -14.0 9.3 
Use of Force 34.9 50.5 14.6 -15 .6 10.9 
Party ID 37.4 48.0 14.5 -10.2 5 .5 
Ideologyd 36.0 49.7 14.3 -13.7 9.0 
All of Abovee 42.2 43.6 14.1 -1 .4 -3.3 
All of Above! 39.0 46.6 14.4 -7.7 3.0 
(except Party-ID) 
Values are predicted vote-shares of women for each candidate. 
a Women respondents' views of personal finances and national economy adjusted to match men 
respondents' views. 
b Women respondents' views of government responsibility for jobs adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
c Women respondents' views of government spending on child-care adjusted to match men respon­
dents' views. 
d Women respondents' ideological positions adjusted to match men respondents' views. 
e Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, party-id, and ideological positions 
adjusted to match men respondents' views. 
f Women respondents' views of: personal finances and national economy, government responsibility 
for jobs, government-spending on child-care, abortion, use of force, and ideological positions adjusted 
to match men respondents' views. 
